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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 5, 7-10, 16-17, 19-20 & 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over MacAnally et al. (USPN 4,752,922) and in view of Yamanaka 
(USPN 6,266,302). 

MacAnally et al. discloses a laser system having an astigmatic focusing system, 
collimation and expansion of the beam(s), the use of a collimator telescope, lens and 
the formation of multiple focal points. 

MacAnally et al. does not specifically teach convergence. 

Yamanaka discloses an optical device, which uses an astigmatic element placed 
in a convergent optical system for focusing the beam and emitting an astigmatic beam. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use convergence as taught by Yamanaka in the MacAnally et al. process 
because it fully tailors the beam and hence optimizes the cutting area. 
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Claims 2-4, 11-12 & 46-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over MacAnally et al. and Yamanaka, as stated above and further in view of Liu et al. 
(USPN 6,580,054). 

MacAnally et al. and Yamanaka do not teach a solid-state laser, UV, pulse 
durations or the processing of a sapphire substrate. 

Liu et al. discloses a process for scribing sapphire substrates using a solid-state 
laser, which emits UV pulses. GaN is manufactured on the sapphire surface. Laser 
pulses of 10 to 30 nanoseconds, with a spot size of 5 to 25 microns are used to process 
the substrate. Grooves of about 40 microns are cut into the substrate and debris is 
removed using an exhaust system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use sapphire, a solid state UV laser and noted the pulse durations, as 
taught by Liu et al. in the MacAnally et al. and Yamanaka process because these are 
merely variations of laser types and the recording of data and parameters, in order to 
characterize the process operation. 

Claims 6 & 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
MacAnally et al. and Yamanaka, as stated in the above paragraph and further in view of 
Snyder (USPN 5,181,224). 

MacAnally et al. and Yamanaka do not teach the type of lens in the system. 
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Snyder discloses a laser system, which works with astigmatism features in laser 
processing. Piano convex and convex-concave devices are used to collimate the laser 
beam. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use piano convex and concave devices, as taught by Snyder in the 
MacAnally et al., Yamanaka and Liu et al. processing because these are merely 
apparatus variants. 

Claims 13-14, 41-43 & 48-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over MacAnally et al. and Yamanaka, as stated in the above paragraph 
and further in view of Iwasaki (USPN 6,881,529), 

MacAnally et al. and Yamanaka do not teach the semiconductor material, the 
metallic (Mo or Cu) or the use of surfactant or glycerin. 

Iwasaki discloses the laser ablation of a semiconductor material (thin film 
transistors) having a thermoplastic resin layer. The transistor has Mo gates and the 
layer contains surfactant and glycerin. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use laser ablation of semiconductor materials with Mo and surfactant and 
glycerin because it is a variation of the materials. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1/5/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that MacAnally and Yamanaka et al. are not analogous art and 
hence cannot be used for a rejection. The examiner respectfully disagrees because the 
references are drawn to the laser ablation of an optical storage material, which is 
typically a silicon wafer. A silicon wafer in turn is the substrate of many/most 
semiconductor devices. The references are directed to the ablation of the same material 
and hence are analogous art. 

Applicant argues that ablation of an optical disk will destroy it. The examiner 
respectfully disagrees because ablation does not have to mean fully etching through the 
disk. In fact writing on an optical disk entails forming a pit using ablation. 

Applicant argues that Liu et al. fails to teach an astigmatic beam spot. In 
response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Applicant argues that MacAnally uses an astigmatic beam only for reading the 
optical disk. The examiner respectfully disagrees because MacAnally discloses reading 
and writing on an optical disk. 
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Applicant argues that Yamanaka et al. uses the astigmatic beam for alternate 
purposes. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to M. Alexandra Elve whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1 173. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:30-3:00 Monday to Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Patrick J. Ryan can be reached on 571-272-1 173. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

February 17, 2007. 




M. Alexandra Elve 
Primary Examiner 1725 



